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In Historical Perspective . '\ , s 

It has. become Increasingly difficult to clearly define a developing 
Institution, ^et the need to do* so has never been more urgent.' The 
Tltl;fe'^^II program was established to help strengthen developing 
JLnstltutions," and* it is Important that a proper definition be arrived 
at or at least ^ome definite criteria be established for i<}ent if lying 
tlicse instltut?ions« \ - * * •' • 

Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is intended "to assist 
in raising the aca4emic quality of coll'eges which, have the desire and 
potential to. make a substsantial contribution tc the higher education 
resources of our nation b«t which fpr financial and other reasons -are 
struggling for survival and- are isolated &rom the main -currents of 
academic life." Perhaps it is the *^other reasons" that make it not 

very ^asy to set criteria for\"developing institutions." 

\ ' ' ' 

The definition csf the term "developing, institution" as use4 in the 

Act involves criteria that arfe'far too broadband general. of 

/ / - ^ 

the criteria used in the Title VIII to define the term "developing 

institution" demonstrate this4 

V ■• ■ ^ ■.■ ') ^ ' 

(1) admits as tegular students only persons haying' a >:ert if icate 
of g];^aduatior^ from a secondary schpol, or the recognized 
equivalent of guch certificate. 

w f • ■ 

\ 

(2) is makj^ng reasonable effort to improve the quality of its 
teaching and, administrative staffs and of its student services. 

Nearly all institutions can claim tjhat they a'dmit students on the 

4 

basis of secondary school graduation, and make reasonable efforts 



to improve the quality of their f acuity ^nd. administrative staffs 
and student services. In 1972, ' AlexaMer Astin,and Calvin Lef noted 
that ''fhe percentages of students of invisible colleges and elite 
colleges who attended public high school are roughly the same." ^ 
Their list of invisible colleges consisted of Roman Catholic Colleges, 
Prot^tant colleges, nonsectarian colleges, black colleges, teachers* 
9oJ.leges, and a few technological^ schoMs. ^ 

In 1963 ?he term developing college was synonymous with Negro college, 
a view which was championed by Jerrold Zacharias, Chairman of the 
Education Panel of Pr-esident Kennedy's Science Advisory Group. • 
Lawrence G. Howard in 1967*noted the problems confronting Negro higher 
education: '"segregation", the cycle of the underprepared student 
trained by a poorly prepared profession i^ich results in ina/dequAtely , 
trained teachers, a staggering college dropout rajte, and instruction 
,at the high school level/' ^ This laiJ the basis for the deprivation 

i 

view wl^ich pre>failed over the culturally different view which was 
espoused by some social scientists at the time. The ^economic per- 
spective, of development is also inherent in thejdeprivation^view-' 
point, . ' * . /. • * 



■"•Alexander Astin and Calvin Lee, the Invisible Colleges 
(New York: McGra^^r Hill ^ok Campany^ 1972), p. 54. 

^ ^Lawr^e C. Howard, The Developing College Program:^ 
Study of tthe IHiof the Higher Education Act of 1965 
<Institute of HumaK Relations: University 'of Wisconsin, 
1967), p. 22. \ ' 



^ The econot^ic view'of development in higher educatioii embraced^ for' a 
while, the idea that developing col'leges should be4ssist^d in order 
that they «ig^^ achieve the traditional 5% economic grpwth. But .this " 
: View tended to en.phasi;.e the weakness'of the college rather -^h^TiJ , 
,s>reng.l|^ln l<ct it needs to be noted that the developing colleges 
. .,of ten .feared that this emphases on .their weakness might eventua'^i; 
result in their bjing merged or weeded out. This feat had the effect 
Qf banging about^ a change in emphasi^ from the weakness to the 
.• strength arid potential of- developing colleges. The strength and- ^ x 
i potential aspect" of developing instituti;ns was ^hhan^ed by the'emphasis 

on^elf-help. as well as by the attitud'e that developing institutions ' 
' WI,ould be developed less to be like the .nore established institutions^ 
. and more-.llke themselves. All this only make, it more difficult to ^ - 
-establish criteria for a developing institution, for there Is hat'dly " 
any. uniform .standard by which to measure a/developed institution. ~ ' . 
. The situation becomes further Complicated by the culturally different 
viewpoint of the 'developing institutions. 'V 

Coupled with ^ the culturally different view is' the impact of the idea 
of liberatiorJ. Perhaps, to^o. this has not .contributed to the success ^ 
of the coo*pe=ative idea whereby small weak colleges are linked in 
consortium with stronger .colleges. So.caiied developing .oileges W 
. 'felt the nWd to develop on their own at times with the idea that they 

have made ^a contribution on^their oJn. |.arate and agar t from the -so- 
. called- stronger ..ore d^elop'ed institutions. Iri other words 'the view " 
tend/to;p^vail that 'the/ a,e needed by the nation .s much ^s they stand in 
need of help. * " f ' 
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Just prior- to the Hieher Education .Act of 1965, 'Dr. • Broadiia N. Butler. 

. -. ■ A . 

then Special tAssistant to U.S. Connnissione'r of Education, Francis 
Keppelj, stressed very str9ngly that the "Negro ^ pivotal role in 
America's.. history should not be the least factor in any consideration 
. of Federal support for education. Th^ whole question of the importance 

^of extertding America's .manpower resources had become paramount, and 
the predominantly Negro college ^s considered as a resource that 

'Should be preserved -and strengthened. Iii other words the need to' • 
strengthen "developing institutions" was great. With tim4 the main 
problem would be to be able to define, identify or 46termine what 

colleges should be' designated as "developing institutions^." ' 

Some Possible Definitive Factors . ' 

The early years of Title III saw efforts made to identify "developing' 
institutions" ty a consideration of the levels of activity, undertaken 
by institutions.' Quantitative measures .were rigidly applied: studeo* 
enrollment, faculty with doctoral degree.s;- number", of minority students, 
library voluiffes, ^tc. However, it is g»erally held that such quanti- ' 

* . » ' * 

tafive measures indicating certain levels of activity hav*e proved 

inadequate in^defining ."developing institutions." To' t^iis*: end the- 

Weather^by study on' developing institutidns notes: " 

• . We see no reason to believe that 'developed" institutions 
spend more. money' p^ student -have more library volumes, ' 
have a higher pro-^tion of low income or ethr}ic minority ' 
students, admit a'J^figher proportion "of clever Students, 
■ Mv€ a larger devel«pment ■ of f ice, undertake more ct\rri- 
fula reform, or Indeed differ on any other .traditional * 
'activity measures. ' • " •' ^ - , 

4 

3' ' - " ' ' 

George B. Weathersby, et al, the Development of Institutions 
of Higher Education: Theory and Assessment of Impact df Four possible 
Areas- of FederaUInte.rvention.<ir.S°. Office of Education, Washington, D.C.), 
p. 45. . , 6 



1 u 

•One of the factars worth noting in any consideratioi^ of a definition 

« • •» • 

of "developing .instjd.t«tions" is institutional vitality." J. fi/Lon * 

Hef ferlin i n Dynam:U:s of Academic Reform has elaborated oft the 

concept of institutional vitality, .While institutlorfal\oals are 

basiclly conservative, - it is necessary that colleg|s and uniA4iersitites 

'haveipechanisms that help them cope with change, -Jef ferl in i further 

en^imerated certain conditions that he foun^ useful in indicatin^^ 

whether or not an institut^jop is dynamic: ' » 

1. There existed a market for^^id^as on campus ^ ' ' 

2« There exlsfed new models needed for emulatjLon 

3. ^ New ideas did circulate widely 

4, ^ There were margrhal (and non-conformist) individuals 
* oh campus who were likely to act as "advocates". 



5. ^ There were enough new individuals on campus to make * 

major changes possible 

6. • The institution was able to retain the "right" T>eople. 

7. Initiative w^ decentralized . 

8. A patriarchal system of decision-making had be.avdide^d, - 

9. A collegial census system of d'e'ciffion-making has been 
avoided. • ' . - * 

10, The college had instituted an "avuncular" system^ of* 
decislon-makingf. ' ^ . 



. '4 ' 

J. B. Lon Hefferlin, Dynamics of Academic^ Reform (San Ffancisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 15^9), p . 



f 
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Iti commenting on tlielfe conditions, Harold Hqdgkinson observed that 

"few of Hefferlin's ten conditioj^ cl^aracterizing (fyiiamic institu- 

tions will be found in the campuses of "de^^^eloping institution." 

Hodgkinson, stated: 

0 - B^ed <>n our 'case studies, we ^re convinced that; 

'^developing institution is" have a different and more 
patriarchal style of presidential leadership than the 
mo're "developed" institutions, which have more elaborate 
internal structures (and better developed checks and ; 
balances) . * . ^ 

ComnJfenting still furthei?, H9€lgkinson noted that "veirjr sizeable 

minorities of . "developing institution^' (like their presidents) - 

are quite cpmplacent and do not/ attach much importance to self-study 

and planning. V ^ 
\ , ^ f 

• In the language* of Title III, one jpf the characteristics of a . 

"developing institiiioh"" is that it "is, for financial or other 

reasons, struggling for survival and is isolated from the main*" 

currents of* academic life.'' Lawrence Howard in "his study. of 

'developing colleges and universities discussed the survival idea 

» in the context of the relationship between the colleges and their 

external environments: • » . • . 

~ - ^ - . 

* Developing colleges are g.truggling for survival precisely 
because ►their relationships to their environments are 
unfavorable. The struggle may be rooted in inadequate 



^Harold L.' Hodgkinson," A Study of Title III of the Higher 
.Education Act: The Devqloping Institutions Program (Center for 
Research hnd Development in Higher, Education, University of 
Califamia, Berkele]^ 1974), p. 99 



^Ibid. 

'^Ibld.; -p. io5 

* . •• '8 
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, ^ resources or it maybe traceable t</.the position the* 

college has in its supersyst'^msi rfuqh as a state master 
plan or a church-related system Of education. 

The latter altHemative indicai;es' t;hat "developing-institVions" 

be considered ''struggling for survival wheit th^ir independence 

"becomes tl^eateni^ by legislative intrusibns^ ^ 



^Stages of Development in General *r * 

v * 

In JL960 W. W. Rostov in the StagJfe of Economic Development discussed 
the stages of growth ia national economics^ Traditional Society, 
Preconditions 'For Take-Off, and Drive to*Maturity. Hodgkinson and • 
Schenkel in thqir case studies divided the institutions into thre^ 
groups that corresporide* with Rostow*s .three stages-^f development: 
. iow range,* medium, range ptitd high r^nfee institutions. The measures * 

_ji used to determine the stages were: leadership dynamism' and efficiency; 

cost-ef fe?tiven^s; sense of jrole and long-range direction; . student 
iiemand for involvement; 'faculty-administrative relations; \coilbaunity- 
relatj^ons. Institutions in the low range are the mosl^ hampered by the 
basic problems in their S^ly operations related to these measures. 

« » 

Hodgkinson and Schenkel made suggestions with regard -to their model in' 
the determination of funding "developing institutions": 

s \ - < ' ^ ^ ' . 

^ " ^ Institutions >^n the "lo\/ range" of institutional 

develeBPient cannot be- considerecl on cost-effective- 
ness terms, as they are u^ilall^ casting about for 
a sense of institutio^iai miission.... Given the Kinds of * 
Institutiotfal needs we have described for institutions ' 
at the low viability level, larget amounts of Title Ilf 
funds should be directed toward whe needs of these 

institutions. 8 

\ • * 

7 • 

'La%/rence Howard, p. 115 ' ' 

Harold L. Hodgkinson find Walter ^fihenkel, A Study of Titl^ III 
of tl^ Higher Education Act: The Developing Institutions Program, 
1974. pp.. 22«-221. 9 



^Stages or phases of institutional development may also be based pn 
a consideration of the. prevatling types of managerial crises: leader- 
ship, control, autonomy or r'ed-tape. Such* situations/ are, to a 
greater x>r lesser* extent; intertwined with structural development's . 
Jt Is impacted upon by, technological advance,. Typical of the less*' 
developed #*institution is the trisis of . leadership. The Veatffersby i 
study h^ noted that ".these inhererrt 'mauagecical crises' i)rovid^ ^^ 
both a threat to organizational survival and an opportunity for 
organizational growths" ? ' ^ ' 

George B. Weatheifsby and others £n their study of the development 
of, ifistitutions of higher education have specif ife* four aireas^hich 

• . s • *- . 

could cortstitut'e the basis for determining stages -of institutional 
development, Thpse four ateas areV (1) the structural, development 
of colleges and uaiversitites; (2) the levels t)f activities wlt^lin ' 
•colleges (students, faculty, courses^ 'degrees, etc.); (3) tbe relative 
efficiency of resource use; and (4)" student choice, including the 
impacts of . college ^lliaracteristtcs. Of these a consideration of , 
structural developmeht and the relative efficiency of resource use ^ 
is important to the discussion on aspects relevant to the search for 
m definition of "developing institution§r" 10 . . ' 

Hitherto, determination of eligibility to receive Title III funds 

V ■ * ■ 

has been- based on activity rather t§an , structural development. 

Such approach has left a^ void with regard- to what is 4 developing 

k 

^ V 

• \ • . . 

^George Weath^sby, the ^Development of institutions of Higher' ."^ 
Education: Theory and Impact 'of Four Possih'lfe Areas of Federal 
Intervention. (Office of Education), p. 15. 

^' •^^Ibid.^^p. 4. ^ 10 V -^^/^ 



institution, It^is not suggested here* that the structural d^evelopment 
approach can fill this void. However, a study of the decisionninaklng 
.pat^er'ns hf colleges and universitities according to Larry' E Greiner , 
provides ^n opportunity to Assess t^ie developmental stages thdt may * 
be- implied in such patterns.' Greiner has^warned that Vthe task of ' 
to^ management is to be aware of these stages*; otherwise it may not 
recognize when the time for change hafe come or it may act to^ Impose 
the wrong solution."* The Weathersby study suggests- the pbss±blity. 

.of deducing what*is a developing institution "^n that institutions' 
that explicit^ examine their relations with external communities and 
organizations are more advanced, and "itistirU^ions that involve faculty 
and students ^s well' as a'dmitiistrators ia policy formulation and 

J.mplem^tation decisions are. more advance4."^^ * 

The ^efficiency' factor may' also be cautiously, considered as an indicator 

-of the developmental st^ge of an institution. Efficient institutions 

spend about 80Z less per student than the les^ef f i^ient institutions. 

It is tru^ that t^iis. index gruarantees of no clfear distinction beti/een 
» 

developing aod developed institutions. It .is also true; hov/ever, that 

' - ' / ' 

many of the institutions which lie outside of the efficient sefmight , 

be considered -developing institutions which need to, reorganize their 

i 

use of resources in order to increase theiy output with existing ' 
resources. It. is important that efficiency be encouj^ed ,^±tli an 
effort to s$tve or devote to other* purposes funds ^derived from a 
reduction -of pej[ student cost in the less developed institutions. 



-^•^Larry E. GreinA, "Evolution-,an||Itevolution as Organizations^ 
Grow" Harvard Business Review ; 19/5, 5^ p. 44 ' * - | ,/ 



'12weathersby. p. I9 ^11 ^ , ^ 



The factor of Independence may: ^;Lso be a useful- gyide to' identifying, 
"(developing in^titut"lon:s|J?^ ^lewis B. Ma'ryhew in • commenting on tbese 



Institutions Considers them "small autonomous instit.utions re- 

sponsible for t>heir own evolution." Lefl.an|d^M^d^ker and Dale Tillery 

in 1971 expressed coneertt for the furt-pre of independent^ two-yfear* . 

coileges: _ > * 

These will^e, and of >course should b^, the ones ^ 
which, because of small size and inherent weaknesses, ^ . 
simply . cannot fiaintain a pr'ogram' worthy of support*.,-.^ \ * 
It is probable th4^ ii||yew jafeans of financing the 
^institutions are to be found, only th^ 'best .ques yill 
^ be able td^ compete f6r the support. 1 .But in "^the process- 

of planning for ^he furture, the independent colleges 
themselves will have to exert influence and leadership. 

The stage of development of an institution might. also be determined • 

' " • : ■ . • . , ' ^ • ' ■ *\ 

by the level of technological development. According to.^ldward- St. <^ 
John and George Ueathersby "technological development used in its 
broadest se^^refers to the relative degree of 'sophirstication'and 
efficiency of the meana^ of eenducting institutional ^acti^itfes and' 

• \ • ■ ^ 

includes. botl;i traditional and noittr^ditlonal teaching, student 
servi(;e, and management activities. "TechnologicaL characteristics 
a^e of two kinds, hardware OTd software. Software inTfudcs 
•development in instructional progr^s - basic skills programs,^ 
. individuali2red instruction programs, work experience programs and, 
assesstnent of prior dxperlenceL Hardware, ^on the\other hand, refers 



to the^use of equipment (i. e» televljgion, video, computeris) in trhe 



ins^uctional^ delivery process. 



Tfdward St. John and George B. Weathersby, Institutional 



Development, in IJigher- Education, p. -41. 

I 



Can 'co.lleges' that are faced with administrative, pro|>lems be termed . 
developing 'Institutions? At such Institutions th6 president Is so • . 
pre-occupled with management matters tli&t he Is Unable to keep abre^ist 
of educational thinking. Adequate provision is not made for modest • 
personnel and equipment for effective administra;tfion,^Ina^ * 
to rent or pux.chase necessary equipment for ti^atjsx&C£^t^^^KK.aces^ ^ 
unnecessary drain on already inadequate §taff . Lack of continuity 
in administration effected by frequent turnovers also affects, the 
progress of the college. ' The possibility is that .differenir kinds of ' 

: . ^ ' • V ■ 

presidents are found • at "different periods in the insltitution^s hlstoty.. 
"Accounaing to L^wis B. ^layhfew," each of these shift^ln orientation* 
results In considerable loss of educaticuMi- momentum on the part of the 
faculty and the .entire organization. "1^- ' wc^ld seem that the autocr^iti 
conditions of public-school adminisitration"' which became the pattern of 
community-coHege adtninistration 1^ cjpd^acteristfc .Of dl^eloping 
institutions, as distinct*" from the more democratic administration of 
the more advanced institutions. ' ' ' / 



Stodents and Sti^nt Choices . " - ^ 

A ^consideration of students and student choices i^' not the least ^ 
important in the search for mor.e e'ff^ctlve definitive criteria for \ 

identify^g /'developing institutions." Mo^t Df the Federal spending 

^ ^ - ^ . ' * y : ^ ' V 

under the Hllher' Education Act goes to direct student aj.d under the 

Basif and Supplemental Educ^ational Opportunity Grants, College \ 

Work-5tudy 'and* Student Loan Programs. The Institutions attended 

■'•^Lewls B^.Maylew, The Smaller Liberal Arts Colie&^j||^^ 
,The Ceriter for Applled.,Research in Education, Inc., 19^62^^ pp. 80-81. - 

^ 13 . 



by the majority of students who -receive these 'grants are not the • 
highly developed oaes. They are usually the institutions^ that 
are less developed and struggling for survival. The students who- 
seek Fiederal aid tend* to apply to such institutions that are likely 
to admit them 'rather than to the more advanced institutions where 
standards are much higher.. An interesting piece^ of research would 
be a study of the correlatioa between institutioirs funded by Title III 
and those funded by federal sudent-^aid programs, with a focus on 
students.. Size and selectivity become important facQl^rifewhen • 



considering such institutions. 

In 1972, Alexander W. Astin and Calvin B. T. Lee, in a study of 

Invisible Colleges, discussed the importance of size and selectivity^^ * i 

in determining ' invisible colleges or developing institutions. A 

clecade before^a s^dy by Astin reveale4 that most 'of the differences > 

among institutj^z^is^ on 33 measures of in^tittitionjil attributes ^could be 

accoito^ed for by two general faqtors: .size and affluence. The average 

academic ability of it entering students was considered the best ' • 

single measure of an institutidn*s affluence. It was generally ^ 

assumed that higix selectivity is a good enough condition fo? high visibility. 

» 

Coming from a lower socio-economic group, students at the less visible 
colleges find it impractical to consider careers that Mould demand 
high financial expenditures. ' • » 

A comparison* of student bodies from different institutions might 
reveal information that might distinguish .between established and 
developing institutions . Astin and Lee in their study of invisible 

4 

colleges noted certain student body characteristics which may be 



attributed to so-called developing institutions and certain others . 
to so-called establishe<^' institutions.. In doing so the investigators. 

.m 

cor#eatrated' on demographic characteristics, economic chasracteristlcs, 
high school back ground, educational aspirations, political preferences', 
and career choice. While at present no conclusion can be arrived at 
regarding their" plac^ in the search for a definition, of "developing 
institutions 4" _a^onsideration of their importance in determljiing ^ • 
various types of colleges is useful. 

Astiri and J^e discovered that "invisible colleges tend to enroll 
s'omewhat smaller proportions of young students than do elite 
colleges. "15 Non-whites are enrolled at 'invisible colleges in 
greater nulbers than at the elite colleges. Anioung th! invisible 
• colleges irhe most^^irottghly-segregated^rer^the- predominantly blaci__,_ 

' ' ''^ 

colleges. More students at elite colleges report. that their fathers 
bad earned postgraduate degrees. As'tin and Lee stated that judging 
by mean percentages, invisible colleges ^roll close to four time as 
many students from families with povprty-level, incomes as 'elite 
, colleges do."^^ Students in t;he invisible colleges tend to 
choose the service prof ession^here the demand is relatively high: 
/ elementary and secondary .teaching, the non M.D. -health professions, 

f 

and-nurslhg. - , • ^ 



^^Astin aA<r Lee, . p. 49 
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Ibid., p. 53 



15 . 
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In. vli^v of the ^unfavorable ,^9ondltlpns and the many problems that fac|^ 
the fess developed institutions, Eairl McGrath has concludefd that '*a 



4 



larger proportion of* these institutions ,need strengthening than of the 
Whole family of collegfes and universities,"^^ Lewis MayheW has also, 
observed that the less developed institution "has a place in the 

Am^rl^can scene,.. buC^it has a place only when it is strong enough to 

- ^ * . " ^ 

Iprovide an adequate prtirgram,"^® 

It is going to be all the mpre imperative thart "developing institutions" 
be mor^ closely defined la ordkr that Title HI funds be appropriately 
allocarted. This' need. is increasingly appiirenf in view .of the fact * 

} • ^ 

that it ifi.not the intent of Title III ta become an institutional grant 
program providing Federal general support to colleges and .universities. 
Rather the intent, of -tlie l*eg^^ation is to provide 'Suppor.t • f or the * ' 



developmenjf process until the institution reac'hes -some level *of insitu- 

( / • , ' - ■ ' 

tional health, thiat is.^^^until the institution is "developed." While * ^ 
it is generally admitted that tfte development procjass'will not terminate, 

/ 

the institutions will reach some level of development which will reduce 

the investment in development. . - • * ' ^ 

f ' 

• l^Earl J. McGrath, The Pfedominaiatly Negro Colleges and UrtJHrereities 
(Teaciiers CoHege, Columbia University: Buteau of Publicat ionSf/1975) , 

P. vii. * • , r . : 1 
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Lewis Mayhew, opicit.^ P. 104 
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